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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is made in response to applicant's amendment filed on 
12/17/2007. Claims 1-6, 8-37, and 39-65 are currently pending in the application. An 
action follows below: 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on 12/17/2007, in response to the election/restriction 
requirement have been considered. The Examiner withdraws the requirement for 
election/restriction. All claims will be considered within this action. 

Applicant's arguments, filed on 6/21/2007, with respect to claims 1-6, 8-37, and 
39-64 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8-12, 27-29, 31, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Mack et al. (USPN: 6,198,485), hereinafter Mack. 

Regarding claims 1 , 31 , and 32, the claims are drawn to a method, associated 
system, and associated computer readable medium storing instructions for execution on 
a computer, and the claims are considered together. Mack discloses a method of 
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interfacing with a machine including steps of "at each of multiple capture times, 
contemporaneously acquiring a respective image from each of multiple fields of view 
defining an interactive space to create a respective set of contemporaneous images 
(Figs. 2, 4, and 5 depict two cameras, 220 and 230, capturing two fields of view at the 
same time, 510; col. 6, lines 1-10); detecting an input target in the acquired images (Fig. 
5, element 520; col. 6, lines 10-16); computing two-dimensional coordinates of the input 
target detected in the acquired images (Fig. 5, element 530; col. 6, lines 17-29)". Mack 
does not expressly disclose creating a data structure linking the acquired coordinates 
with the times in which the coordinates were acquired and then processing the 
coordinates to determine input instructions for executing inputs with the machine. Mack 
discloses determining gesture inputs based on the movements of objects within the 
interactive space (col. 4, line 45 - col. 5, line 12). Such a gesture would require the 
system to determine and save the coordinates determined from the images in a data 
structure while knowing the time in which the coordinates are determined. Without time 
and coordinate information the gestures could not be determined by the system. 
Further, if a data structure saving both the location information and coordinate 
information from the different two dimensional coordinates was not created, the 
computer would be unable to manipulate the data for calculation of three-dimensional 
coordinates and determination of gestures for operation of the computer system. 
Therefore, the generation of a data structure linking the capture times with the two- 
dimensional coordinates for later processing to determine input instructions and 
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executing the instructions is inherent within the input system of Mack so that gestures 
can be determined to execute processes within the computer system. 

Regarding claim 2, Mack discloses positioning the cameras (Fig. 2, elements 220 
and 230) as a stereoscopic pair for acquiring images (col. 3, lines 45-49). 

Regarding claim 4, Mack discloses the use of thresholding as an image 
processing technique (col. 6, lines 14-16). 

Regarding claim 5, Mack discloses computing the centroid of an object based on 
the captured images (col. 5, lines 33-35). 

Regarding claim 8, Mack discloses using calibration and corrections when 
calculating locations (col. 6, lines 26-29). 

Regarding claim 9, Mack discloses computing the three-dimensional coordinates 
of the input targets based on the two-dimensional coordinates (Fig. 5, element 540; col. 
6, lines 30-35). 

Regarding claims 10 and 12, Mack inherently possesses some sort of data 
structure that links the timing of the three-dimensional coordinates with the coordinates. 
Without such a data structure, gestures and movements of the target through a gesture 
could not be determined by the computer system. Further, such a data structure would 
also include storing color recognition data or other image data resulting from the image 
processing steps. 

Regarding claim 11, Mack discloses the use of color recognition (col. 6, lines 14- 

16). 
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Regarding claim 27, Mack discloses manipulating the image displayed on the 
computer screen based on the gesture inputs from the use (col. 4, line 45 - col. 5, line 
12). 

Regarding claims 28 and 29, Mack discloses displaying image data based on the 
input gestures and virtual image data based on the input from the user (col. 5, lines 1- 
7). The modified viewpoints including translation and zooming require a virtual image to 
be constructed by the computer for displaying information to the user. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mack. 

Regarding claim 13, Mack discloses all of the limitations except, "wherein the 
spatiotemporal input data structure is constructed in the form of a linked list of data 
records." 

The Examiner notes that the use of a linked list data structure to store input data 
would be a design choice for one skilled in the art. One skilled in the art would be 
motivated to utilize a linked list data structure because of the ability of a linked list to 
store a sequence of information in order with each piece of data being linked directly to 
the following (and sometimes preceding) data. It would be an obvious choice for one 
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skilled in the art to use a linked list to store a sequence of input positions associated in a 
sequence of time. 

5. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mack in 
view of Kumar et al. (USPN: 6204852), hereinafter Kumar. 

Regarding claim 3, as discussed above, Mack discloses all of the information 
except, "wherein images of the interactive space are acquired from at least three 
different fields of view." 

Kumar discloses a three-dimensional input system using three cameras (Fig. 1, 
elements 16, 18, and 19). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
combine the teachings of Mack and Kumar. The motivation for combining the two 
references would be to use a different number of cameras or different camera set-up for 
determining the location of an input object within a three-dimensional input space. It 
would have been obvious that the use of a pair of binocular cameras or 3 cameras, or 
any other number of cameras would be a matter of design choice for determining input 
locations of an object within three dimensions. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine the teachings of Mack and Kumar to produce the method as described in 
claim 3. 
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6. Claims 6, 14, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mack in view of Pryor et al. (USPN: 7042440), hereinafter Pryor. 

Regarding claim 6, as discussed above Mack discloses image processing 
techniques for determining coordinates, but does not disclose "segmenting foreground 
pixels from background pixels in the acquired images." 

Pryor discloses a three dimensional camera based input system that includes 
image processing using subtraction of background pixels from foreground pixels in the 
received images (col. 12, lines 27-30). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the teachings of Mack with the teachings of Pryor. The image processing 
steps used by Mack could be altered to include the use of foreground and background 
separation and subtraction as described by Mack. The rationale would have been to 
use a known method of image processing for determining the location of a target or 
point of interest in an acquired image. Thus, it would have been obvious to modify the 
teachings of Mack with the teachings of Pryor to produce a method as described in 
claim 6. 

Regarding claims 14 and 15, Pryor discloses determining trace routes of 
connected input targets in time and based on state changes of the input target (Fig. 7, 
element Step 7A). 
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7. Claims 14 and 16-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mack in view of Schmalstieg et al. (USPN: 68421 75), hereinafter Schmalstieg. 

As discussed above, Mack discloses obtaining two-dimensional and three- 
dimensional coordinates from pairs of contemporaneously obtained image data and 
processing that data to perform actions with the computer system. However, Mack 
does not expressly disclose determining traces of sets of connected data points. 

Schmalstieg discloses a method of determining gestures made by the user input 
based on stroke information. Each stroke is a set of position and orientation data from 
the user in a sequence of time. Then, the strokes are processed to determine which 
gesture was made by the user and action is taken by the computer system based on the 
determined gesture (col. 21 , line 61 - col. 22, line 14). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
combine the teachings of Mack and Schmalstieg. Schmalstieg discloses methods of 
determining the locations of strokes detected by cameras for an input system. This 
method includes using sets of coordinate data defined as stokes to determine gestures 
used for operation of the system. Although, Schmalstieg deals with two-dimensional 
input the technique could be applied to each of the cameras used in the Mack system to 
produce the same results. The rationale for combining the teachings of these 
references would be to apply known techniques of using input trances as discussed by 
Schmalstieg to a three-dimensional input system used for computer control of Mack. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Mack and Schmalstieg to 
produce a method of gesture determination as described in claim 14. 



Application/Control Number: 10/764,423 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2629 

Regarding claim 16, Schmalstieg discloses using bounding boxes for determining 
traces input by the user (col. 21, line 61 - col. 22, line 14). 

Regarding claims 17, Schmalstieg discloses the bounding box being part of a 
two-dimensional input gesture form a single camera (col. 21, line 61- col. 22, line 14). 

Regarding claim 18, the Examiner notes that it would be logically obvious to one 
skilled in the art that multiple bounding boxes from different camera angles could be 
used to determine a bounding region around a gesture made in three-dimensional 
space. Logically, by defining bounding areas based on images from each camera, the 
three-dimensional region defined by the intersection of the bounding regions would 
therefore be a bounding region in three-dimensions for the detected input traces and 
gestures. 

Regarding claims 19 and 20, Schmalstieg discloses processing the traces to 
identify the traces and executing a predefined command based on the identified traces 
(col. 21, line 61- col. 22, line 14). 

Regarding claim 21 , Schmalstieg discloses using gestures to write letters and 
numbers using input gestures measured by the camera input system (col. 20, line 26 - 
col. 21, line 6). 

Regarding claims 22, Schmalstieg discloses comparing the identified trace with 
objects in the virtual space and acting on the objects based on the identified trace (Figs. 
13-16 show selection and deleting of objects in the virtual space based on identified 
traces and gestures; col. 18, line 12 - col. 20, line 25 described different gestures used 
to manipulate virtual objects in the computer system). 
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Regarding claims 23-26, Schmalstieg discloses using different recognized traces 
and gestures for activating different predefined computer instructions. Also, 
Schmalstieg discloses changing the operating mode of the device and commands being 
based on the current operating mode of the device when determining the gestures 
(Figs. 13-16; col. 18, line 12 - col. 20, line 25). 

8. Claims 30 and 65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mack in view of Turkowski etal. (USPN: 5,926,190), hereinafter Turkowski. 

Regarding claim 30, as discussed above, Mack discloses all steps of inputting 
coordinate information, determining gestures based on the information and executing 
instructions based on the input gesture information. Further, Mack discloses changing 
the viewpoints of displayed objects based on the input gestures (col. 5, lines 1-12). 

However, Mack does not expressly disclose generating different viewpoints 
based on interpolating between different fields of view. 

Turkowski discloses a method of generating different viewpoints of an object for 
display based on interpolation between two known fields of view (abstract; Fig. 3; col. 4, 
lines 12-53). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to modify the teachings of 
Mack with the teachings of Turkowski. The viewpoint modification methods of Mack 
could be changed to include generation of new viewpoints based on the interpolation 
methods of Turkowski. The rationale would have been to include known methods for 
generating new synthetic viewpoints from predefined viewpoints when viewing images 
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on a computer system and moving between new viewpoints when viewing the images. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to modify the teachings of Mack with the teachings of 
Turkowski to produce a method of interfacing with a machine as described in claim 30. 

Regarding claim 65, Turkowski discloses that given two reference images other 
synthetic images can be calculated based on interpolation of the image data (Fig. 3; col. 
4, lines 12-53). At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that the contemporaneously acquired images from the cameras 
of Mack could be manipulated to calculate synthetic images using interpolation. The 
synthetic images could be used to enhance detection of locations or determination of 
gestures based on changed viewpoints for acquiring information about the acquired 
images. 

9. Claims 33-37, 39, and, 60-64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Deleeuw (USPN: 6,753,879) in view of Ellenby et al. (USPN: 
5,682,332), hereinafter Ellenby. 

Regarding claims 33, 63, and 64, the claims are drawn to a method of operation, 
an associated device, and an associated computer program stored on a computer 
readable medium, and the claims are considered together. Deleeuw discloses an 
augmented reality method of interfacing with a machine comprising displaying an image 
at a display location (Fig. 1 , element 24 displays an image viewed by a user) with the 
display area between the viewing area (Fig. 1 , element E) and the interactive space 
(Fig. 1, element 17 exists in the interactive space). Deleeuw also discloses acquiring 
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images of the interactive space (Fig. 1, element 22 is a camera; Fig. 3, element 82 is a 
step of acquiring images of the interactive space). Deleeuw further discloses detecting 
an input target in the acquired images, computing the coordinates of the target in the 
images (col. 3, lines 15-28), and then executing input instructions based on the 
coordinates of the target in the acquired images (col. 3, lines 29-35). 

However, Deleeuw does not disclose acquiring images of the interactive space 
from a field of view directed towards the interactive space along an optical axis 
intersecting a central area of the display location. 

Ellenby discloses an augmented reality display system wherein the camera 
system (Fig. 4, element 41 ) is location with an optical axis (Fig. 4, element 49) 
intersecting a central area of the display location (Fig. 4, element 42). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the teachings of Deleeuw with the teachings of Ellenby. The reflective 
glass position of Deleeuw used to provide a viewing location of the augmented reality 
display system could be replaced with a full display with camera directly behind the 
display of Ellenby. The motivation would be to provide an augmented reality system 
where the final viewed image appears as if the viewer was looking at the scene with 
augmented information (Ellenby; col. 3, lines 48-67). Thus, it would have been obvious 
to modify the teachings of Deleeuw with the teachings of Ellenby to produce a method 
of interfacing with a machine as described in claims 33, 63, and 64. 

Regarding claim 34, Deleeuw discloses using a laptop or other portable 
electronic device for an augmented reality system (col. 1 , lines 56-65). 
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Regarding claim 35, Deleeuw discloses the display location is embedded in a 
desktop surface (Fig. 1, elements 12, 24, and 28 have the viewing apparatus being 
inside of an enclosure that could be a desktop surface). 

Regarding claim 36, Deleeuw discloses displaying the image on a surface (Fig. 
1, element 24). 

Regarding claim 37, Ellenby discloses acquiring images from a field of view 
disposed between the display location and the interactive space (Fig. 4, element 41 is 
disposed between the display location, element 42, and the interactive space, the area 
the camera is viewing). 

Regarding claim 39, Deleeuw discloses that images can be acquired from 
multiple fields of view (Fig. 2, elements 22a, 22b, and 22c; col. 2, line 65 - col. 3, line 6). 

Regarding claims 60 and 62, Deleeuw discloses interacting and manipulating 
virtual objects based on the inputs from the users hands based on input instructions 
derived from the positions of the users hands (col. 3, lines 29-67). 

Regarding claim 61, Ellenby discloses generating an augmented reality image 
based on the real image viewed by the camera and virtual information added to the real 
image (col. 3, lines 49-67). This could replace the transmitted hand through the 
displayed virtual image of Deleeuw to produce images made of combinations of 
acquired images and machine generated virtual images. 
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10. Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Deleeuw 
in view of Ellenby as applied to claim 39 above, and further in view of Turkowski. 

As discussed above the combination of Deleeuw and Ellenby disclose all of the 
limitations except, generating different viewpoints based on interpolating between 
different fields of view. Deleeuw also describes generating fully virtual images without 
providing an augmented reality image (Fig. 5a; col. 4, lines 1-24). 

Turkowski discloses a method of generating different viewpoints of an object for 
display based on interpolation between two known fields of view (abstract; Fig. 3; col. 4, 
lines 12-53). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to modify the teachings of 
Deleeuw and Ellenby with the teachings of Turkowski. The interaction with 
manipulating virtual objects as described by Deleeuw could be modified include 
generation of new viewpoints based on the interpolation methods of Turkowski. The 
rationale would have been to include known methods for generating new synthetic 
viewpoints from predefined viewpoints when viewing images on a computer system and 
moving virtual objects within the scene to create new perspectives of the image. Thus, 
it would have been obvious to modify the teachings of Deleeuw and Ellenby with the 
teachings of Turkowski to produce a method of interfacing with a machine as described 
in claim 40. 
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1 1 . Claims 41-44 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Deleeuw in view of Ellenby as applied to claim 39 above, and further in view of 
Mack. 

Regarding claim 41 , as discussed above, the combination of Deleeuw and 
Ellenby disclose all of the limitations except, using calibration parameters for multiple 
fields of view for acquiring images of the interactive space. 

Mack discloses an input system having multiple fields of view and for using 
calibration and corrections when calculating locations (col. 6, lines 26-29). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of 
Deleeuw, Ellenby, and Mack to produce a method of interacting with a computer using 
multiple fields of view. The multiple camera methods of Deleeuw to improve the 
calculation of the location of the user's hand in the interactive space could be improved 
using the calibration and correction steps described by Mack. The rationale would be to 
apply known methods of image analysis and calculation for the known result of 
improving the output of the calculations. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine 
the teachings of Deleeuw, Ellenby, and Mack to produce the method described in claim 
41. 

Regarding claim 42, Deleeuw discloses determining the user's hand coordinates 
in three dimensions (col. 3, lines 22-28). 

Regarding claim 43, Mack discloses the use of thresholding as an image 
processing technique (col. 6, lines 14-16). 
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Regarding claims 44, Mack discloses computing the centroid of an object based 
on the captured images (col. 5, lines 33-35). 

Regarding claim 46, Mack discloses computing two-dimensional coordinates in 
each of the acquired images (Fig. 5, element 530; col. 6, lines 17-29). 

12. Claims 45, 47, and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Deleeuw in view of Ellenby in further view of Mack as applied to 
claim 43 above, and further in view of Pryor 

Regarding claim 45, as discussed above the combination of Deleeuw, Ellenby, 
and Mack discloses image processing techniques for determining coordinates, but does 
not disclose "segmenting foreground pixels from background pixels in the acquired 
images." 

Pryor discloses a three dimensional camera based input system that includes 
image processing using subtraction of background pixels from foreground pixels in the 
received images (col. 12, lines 27-30). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the teachings of Deleeuw, Ellenby, and Mack with the teachings of Pryor. 
The image processing steps used by Mack could be altered to include the use of 
foreground and background separation and subtraction as described by Mack. The 
rationale would have been to use a known method of image processing for determining 
the location of a target or point of interest in an acquired image. Thus, it would have 
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been obvious to modify the teachings of Deleeuw, Ellenby, and Mack with the teachings 
of Pryor to produce a method as described in claim 45. 

Regarding claims 47 and 48, Pryor discloses determining trace routes of 
connected input targets in time and based on state changes of the input target (Fig. 7, 
element Step 7A). 

13. Claims 47 and 49-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Deleeuw in view of Ellenby as applied to claim 33 above, and further in view of 
Schmalstieg. 

Regarding claim 47, as discussed above Deleeuw and Ellenby disclose all of the 
limitations except, "wherein identifying an input instruction comprises identifying traces 
of the input target in the interactive space." 

Schmalstieg discloses a method of determining gestures made by the user input 
based on stroke information. Each stroke is a set of position and orientation data from 
the user in a sequence of time. Then, the strokes are processed to determine which 
gesture was made by the user and action is taken by the computer system based on the 
determined gesture (col. 21 , line 61 - col. 22, line 14). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
combine the teachings of Deleeuw, Ellenby and Schmalstieg. Schmalstieg discloses 
methods of determining the locations of strokes detected by cameras for an input 
system. This method includes using sets of coordinate data defined as stokes to 
determine gestures used for operation of the system. Although, Schmalstieg deals with 
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two-dimensional input the technique could be applied to each of the cameras used in 
the Deleeuw system to produce the same results. The rationale for combining the 
teachings of these references would be to apply known techniques of using input 
trances as discussed by Schmalstieg to a three-dimensional input system used for 
computer control of Deleeuw. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the 
teachings of Deleeuw, Ellenby, and Schmalstieg to produce a method of gesture 
determination as described in claim 47. 

Regarding claim 49, Schmalstieg discloses using bounding boxes for determining 
traces input by the user (col. 21 , line 61 - col. 22, line 14). 

Regarding claims 50, Schmalstieg discloses the bounding box being part of a 
two-dimensional input gesture form a single camera (col. 21, line 61- col. 22, line 14). 

Regarding claim 51 , the Examiner notes that it would be logically obvious to one 
skilled in the art that multiple bounding boxes from different camera angles could be 
used to determine a bounding region around a gesture made in three-dimensional 
space. Logically, by defining bounding areas based on images from each camera, the 
three-dimensional region defined by the intersection of the bounding regions would 
therefore be a bounding region in three-dimensions for the detected input traces and 
gestures. 

Regarding claims 52 and 53, Schmalstieg discloses processing the traces to 
identify the traces and executing a predefined command based on the identified traces 
(col. 21, line 61- col. 22, line 14). 
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Regarding claim 54, Schmalstieg discloses determining alphanumeric characters 
based on the inputted traces (col. 20, line 26 - col. 21 , line 6). 

Regarding claims 55, Schmalstieg discloses comparing the identified trace with 
objects in the virtual space and acting on the objects based on the identified trace (Figs. 
13-16 show selection and deleting of objects in the virtual space based on identified 
traces and gestures; col. 18, line 12 - col. 20, line 25 described different gestures used 
to manipulate virtual objects in the computer system). 

Regarding claims 56-59, Schmalstieg discloses using different recognized traces 
and gestures for activating different predefined computer instructions. Also, 
Schmalstieg discloses changing the operating mode of the device and commands being 
based on the current operating mode of the device when determining the gestures 
(Figs. 13-16; col. 18, line 12 - col. 20, line 25). 

Conclusion 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven E. Holton whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7903. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bipin Shalwala can be reached on (571) 272-7681 . The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Steven E. Holton 
Art Unit 2629 
January 20, 2009 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



